Amendment 

Attorney Docket No. 0102. 0017-01 
Application No.: 10/674,041 

REMARKS 

Claims 20 - 63 are pending in the application. Reconsideration and allowance 
are respectfully requested. Claims 20-24, 32-36, and 44-48 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1, hereinafter 
"Nietupski"). Claims 25-31 , 37-43, 49-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1, hereinafter "Nietupski") in view 
of Murphy (US 6,232,874 B1 ). Claims 62 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) 
as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over 
Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1 , hereinafter "Nietupski"). Applicants traverse 
these rejections. Applicants also herein incorporate by reference their previous 
arguments in their entirety. 

102 Rejections 

Claims 20-24, 32-36, and 44-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1 , hereinafter "Nietupski"). Claims 62 
and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1 , 
hereinafter "Nietupski"). Applicants traverse these rejections. 

Applicants submit that Nietupski does not disclose or teach all the features of 
independent claims 20, 32, 44, 62, or 63. For example, independent claim 20 recites, 
inter alia, "receiving from said remote location a reply message specifying which of said 
selected functions the operator is validated to operate." Independent claims 32, 44, 62, 
and 63 recite similar features. 
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Nietupski appears to disclose "automotive telmatics systems having a central 
response center for providing information and remote services to telematics equipped 
vehicles." Nietupski,]] [0002]. The Examiner alleges that Nietupski discloses the above 
recited feature in the "(abstract; Figures 1 & 3; at least paragraphs 0006, 0010-0016 
and 0021-0026)." However, according to Figure 3 of Nietupski, while a message is sent 
to the operator and the TCU in step 50, Nietupski does not disclose or teach that the 
message specifies "which of said selected functions the operator is validated to 
operate." In fact, there is no need in Nietupski to identify what functions are validated 
because the user calls the response center 10 directly and identifies what 
service/function is being requested. Nietupski, U [0025]. 

In a similar manner, Applicants submit that the Examiner's allegation that 
sending a notification of the validation to a third party is inherent, is incorrect. The 
Examiner's explanation relates to an emergency situation in which, for example, driver 
information and location, could be sent to police. However, Applicants submit that this 
information would not include a "notification of the validation" of the vehicle operator, as 
the police would have no need or desire to consider whether the vehicle user was a 
"validated" user or not in an emergency. 

In view of the above, Applicants submit that Nietupski does not disclose or teach 
all the features of the independent claims, 20, 32, 44, 62, and 63 and therefore these 
claims are allowable. In addition, Applicants submit that dependent claims 21-31 , 33- 
43, and 45 to 61 are allowable at least for depending from allowable base claims. 
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103 Rejections 

Claims 25-31, 37-43, 49-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nietupski et al (US 2002/0140545 A1 , hereinafter "Nietupski") in view 
of Murphy (US 6,232,874 B1 ). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
Applicants also submit that for the purposes of this response, it has been assumed that 
claims 49-61 were intended to be rejected by this rejection. 

As discussed above, Applicants submit that dependent claims 25-31 , 37-43, and 
49-61 are at least allowable for depending from allowable base claims. In addition, 
Applicants submit that Murphy does not cure the deficiencies identified above with 
reference to Nietupski. Therefore, Applicants submit that dependent claims 25-31 , 37- 
43, and 49-61 are allowable over Nietupski in combination with Murphy. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and reexamination of this application and the timely allowance 
of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 17-0026. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 2/23/1 1 By: /Ashish L. Patel, Reg. # 53,440/ 

Ashish L. Patel 
Reg. No. 53,440 
(858) 658-2585 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 
Telephone: (858) 658-2585 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
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